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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA
Serajul Haque, No. CV-11-02371-PHX-JAT
Petitioner, ORDER
V.

United States Attorney General, et al.,

Regpondents.

Before the Court is Plaintiff's motioto reopen the cas¢Doc. 54). The Court
now rules on the motion.

Plaintiff requests that the Court recmes its May, 2012 Order dismissing th
case and transfer the case to another venuewplmost of this request, Plaintiff offers al
order from another case he has filed in thetitit Court for the Ditrict of Columbia
which transferred the case to thertldern District of California.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60 govemhen a district court may reconsider
final judgment. The rule permits a districiwt to relieve a party from a final order o
judgment on various grounds, including 1)stake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusa
neglect; 2) newly discovered eeidce; 3) fraud or misconduby an opposing party; of
4) any other reason that justifies religdm the judgment. Fed.R.Civ.P. 60(b). Th
motion for reconsideration mube made within a reasonahiime, and with respect tc

the first three grounds, no more than a year after the entry of the judgment, ord
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proceeding. Fed.R.Civ.P. 60(c).

Here, Plaintiff's case has been closedrfearly three years, Priff’'s motions to
reopen the case have repeatellBen denied, and thisoGrt's decisions have beer
affirmed by the Ninth Circuit twice. Plaintimakes no argument that there has been 3
mistake, surprise, neglect, misconduct, or that any nesavidence has been discovere
that may justify reopening the case. Ihatwords, Plaintiffoffers no reason why this
case should be reopened except that anothet bas transferred oroé his cases to the
Northern District of California. This iaot a reason to reopen a eabkat has rightfully
been dismissed for failure to serve the defendants and failstateoa claim. Indeed, thg
D.C. District Court case mentions nothingoab service or Plaintiff's claims at all
Accordingly, the Court denies Ptaiff’'s motion to reopen the case.

Because the Court denies Plaintiff's tioa to reopen the casthe case remaing
closed and all other pendimgptions are denied as moot.

Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that Plaintiffs motion toreopen the case, (Doc. 54), i
DENIED.

IT ISFURTHER ORDERED that all pending motionare denied as moot.

Dated this 3rd day of February, 2015.

O Gt

James A. Tellhferg
Semor United States District Judge
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